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ance would entitle the owners to immediate possession.
It must be borne in mind that in neither of these cases was
there any express obligation on the part of the hirer not to
assign or deal with the agreement or the option to pur-
chase, as there is in most modern agreements, nor was the
grant of the option made conditional upon the due
performance by the hirer of all the obligations of the
agreement. Further, in Whiteley v. Hilt, the fact that
the hirer had the power to redeem the piano even after
it had been taken possession of by the owners for breach
of the agreement, by paying the arrears and finding a
guarantor to the satisfaction of the owners, made it
difficult for the owner to argue, that at the time of the
action, the hirer had not an interest in the goods.
It is submitted that, in a properly drawn hire-purchase
agreement, the hirer would have no interest in the agree-
ment after such breach of it as would entitle the owner to
sue, and in any event, if a clause be inserted similar to
that in the agreement in Smart Bros., Ltd. v. Holt (it),
enabling the owner to put an end to the agreement
altogether, then, after such a complete termination, the
hirer could have no interest whatever in the agreement,
goods or option, as any rights he at any time might have
had, would have been derived from the agreement which
ex-hypothesi is at an end, and the parties would be
remitted to their Common Law rights.
(d) various
Statute of Limitations.—By section 3 of the Statute
of Limitations, 1623 (v), an action of trover is barred after
six years from the date of the conversion, even though
the plaintiff was ignorant of the conversion (w).
(u) [1929] 2 K.B. 303;  Digest Supp.
(v) 10 Halsbury's Statutes 429.
(w) Granger v. George (1826), 5 B. & C. 149 ; 32 Digest 344, 264.
But see Thomson v. Lord Clanmorris, [19,00] 1 Ch. 718, C.A.; 32 Digest
525, 1813 ] Gibbs v. Guild (1882), 9 Q.B.D. 59, C.A.; 32 Digest 526,
1819, as to the effect of fraudulent concealment of the cause of action.

